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DRUG SURVEY 

I. INTRODUCTION 

For some time It has been apparent to faculty and administration on 
the Bradley campus that a nximber of students use illegal drugs in varying 
degrees. Arrests of Bradley students \2sing or possessing drugs, discipli- 
nary cases in the Dean's offices , counseling cases concerning dn^ users , 
and faculty awareness of decreased performance by some students, all 
pointed to a dxvig problem on campus* Since the nature and extent of this 
difficulty was not known, it was difficult for any recommendation to be 
made for dealing with the problem* In order to assess the scope of the 
drug problem at Bradley, and to obtain information about the kinds of 
services that students would see as helpful in this area, a drug survey 
w£LS designed* 

The format of survey originated with Mrs. Karen Htu:tsaker of the 
Counseling Center, and Mrs. Joan Krupa, Assistant Dean of Women. It was 
modeled after a more extensive survey designed by Samuel Pearlman of 
Brooklyn College and administered by the Inter-University Drug Survey 
Coimcil of Metropolitan New Y03A. The Bradley Dryg survey included four 
general questions (sex, place of r^^sidence, use of drugs, desire for help) 
and one question which asked respondents to numerically rank seven types 
of s63rvioes listed in terms of how helpful he thought each would bei a 
final question listed eighteen drugs and asked respondents to note if 
they ever used the drug, cuirent frequency of use, and reason(s) for use. 
The appendix is a copy of tlie questionnaire. 

Surveys were distributed to approximately every seventh student dur- 
ing September, 1970 • registration. Although responses were voluntary, 
only a few students refused to complete the survey. (Completion time was 
about fifteen minutes). The total saapla was 361 out of a total popula- 
ERIC tlon of i*,580. 



Because of the sei^itlvity of this issue and the desire for honest 
3:esponses, students were asked not to give their names, ID numbers or any 
form of identification on the questionnaire. It was stated on the ques- 
tionnaire that all information would be released only to the student 
services staff. (See questionnaire for specific directions and questions). 

II, PREVIOUS RESEARCH 
A, Extent of Use 

Several campus studios of dxug usage have been made, primarily in. the 
east and viest# The following table summarizes the results of some of 
these studies which have examined extent of use among college populations, 

TABLE I 

STUDIES OF DRUG USAGE BY INSTITUTION 



Institution 




Percentage 
Mari.iuana 


of Use 
Gen.Ihnij; Usa^e 


Yr.of study 


Seventeen Magazine 
13-19 yr.olds 






5.5 


1966 


Brooklyn College 






7 


1967 


Cal. Tech. 


5 


13.? 




1967 


Univ. of Mass. 


1 


2 




1967 


Yale 






19 


1967 


Vassar 




3^ 




1967 


NYC Public College 






7 


1968 


UCSB 






21.2 


1968 


Yalet V/esleyan 


20 


20 - 


20 


1968 


Hunter College 






30 


1968 ' 



These data show that drug usage has increased since I966 and that most 
schools have similar statistics of drug use regaidless of the location or 
-jize of the institution. Differences between institutions are more likely 
bo depend on the year in >rtiich the studj was made, rt*ther thaui the institution 



because of the "ripple^- effect! According to David Smith, 
Director of the Haight-Ashbury out-patient clinic, trends 
in usage are essentially the same across the country, but 
are experienced at different times. The time lag between 
the cozP'^' : 'i.rir^ thr -^^^''c^.'^ "r""* f • o.s nhort a?i ^'yv W3<=jk?' 
or as long as a year. Because of increased communication 
means, however, the time lag is on the decrease. 

Some of the more informative reports on college drug 
use follow. Kenneth Keniston reported in the American Scholar 
(1968) that the highest rates of dioig usage are foiind in 
small, progressive;) liberal arts colleges with a nonvocational 
orientation^ ^Farther down the list, v;ith regard to both 
intellectual climate and dinig use, are the private university 
colleges. At such colleges student drug use rates of between 
ten and fifty percent will be found. 

A study of LSD by Daniel Preedraan (1968) showed that 
approximately one percent to fifteen percent of the students 
on certain campuses used LSD. Preedraan noted that ''only a 
small fraction of persons who have taken the truly potent 
hallucinogenic drugs could be said to constitute a reliable 
base for study of long-tei*m users.'' In other words, many 
users are ''one-time experimenters'* rather than consistant 
users.'* 

Martin Rand (1968) surveyed student drug use at Ithaca 
College and found that drug abuse varied widely among the 
different academic majors, but within the major groups, the 
use of illegal drugs did not vary significantly over the 
'".cade.mic years. Marijuana was the drug most widely used, 
mnd results indicated that a significant percentage of the 



students who used illegal drugs began their drug use before 
admission to college 

Finally, a tentative report from the 1970 survey of seven 
institutions in Kew York, designed by Dr^ SajTiuel Pearlraan, 
gave the following information: There was no statisticaJ. 
difference in use between classes (freshman versus seniors, 
etc.); There was some tendency to decrease use in the soph- 
omore year, increase in the junior year and decrease in the 
senior year; Multiple doTug users decreased in numbers with 
increases in the nuraber of drugs used.^ 

This latter study is the most comprehensive, in-depth 
investigation to date into the nature and extent of drug use 
with students and thus the data are most relevant • It should 
be remembered in reviewing these and other studies, however, 
that the validity and reliability of the resesLrch is often 
questionable. Variables such as sample size, percentage of 
responses, form of the questionaire, administration of the 
questionaire, and characteristics of the students sampled 
all account for differences in resvilts. 
Reasons for Use 

Reasons for use of drugs is another area which has been 
widely explored on the college campus • It is evident, for 
example, that marijuana is the most frequently used dmig, 
but reasons seem to vary a great deal with the individual • 

A report by the Princeton University Student Committee 
on Mental Health (19^7) found two bread groups of students 
interested in using marijuana on their campus. In the first 
-"roup, or ^'social group**, marijuana was smoked for essentially 
fflhe same reasons that other groups use alcohol: escape from 
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temporary pressures and worries to reach a mental condition 
at vfliich it was easier to have uninhibited social enjoyment 
and intellectual relaxation. :iiiobher group smoked marijuana 
for reasons such as depression, insecurity, or rebellion, 
but their purpose was more often specifically to ''gain psycho- 
logical insight/* This group was most reddy to try the more 
powerful psychedelics, such as LSD and DMT. The Committee 
referred to this group as ^'insighf users 

Edward Bloomquist reported in a I967 study of marijuana 
use that a caste system evolved in the drug community. The 
lower caste, composed of poorly educated, socially disadvan- 
taged persons, '^'tripped*' on the effects of the drug— they took 
it to experience the bizzare effect. The upper caste was 
composed of "intellectuals" who took the dn;ig to find inner 
meaning to an existence vdiich has become prosaic, empty, 
confused, or meaningless.^ A 1968 study of students at UCSB 
showed that marijuana was the recreational drug of choice 
and its use became a central core of their subcultixre . 

Reasons for use of other drugs are just as great as for 
marijuana. A 19^6 study by Blachly foTind that students idio 
used amphetamines in large amounts used it primarily for "kicks.*' 

"Kicks" was the main reason attributed to amphe- 
tamine use by Leraure, a clinical professor of psychiatry at 
the University ofl l/ashington School of Medicine. He also 
noted, however, that a large number of persons used ampheta- 
mines for fatigue, depression, and weight reduction.^ 

ICLeckner (1968) did some research which supports the 




that there might be a "psychedelic personality" 
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type, and indicated some characteristics of drug users: 

'^Users tend to pay less attention to rational 
and objective considerations in problem solving than 
do nonusers, emphasizing the emotional relationships 
more. Users display a higher anxiety level and less 
effective behavior controls than do nonusers. Users 
were considered to be more creative than nonuser;?, 
but to have less potential for leadership, a greater 
need for interpersonal isolation at work, and to be 
more accident pz^oneJ'-^^ 

Results were based on the administration of the Cattell l6pp 

Test to forty college -student users of psychedelic drugs, and 

to a matched sample of forty non-users. 

Daniel Preedman (1968) reported in his study on the use 

and abuse off. LSD that there is clearly a ''fad element in usage; 

cycles of interest may well be shown to follow certain press 

releases and to vary sharply with opportunity and the ethos of 

different set tings. Pearlman (1970) reported that of the 

fifteen reasons given for drug use, curiosity ranked high for 

1 P 

LSD and marijiiana. 

A personal report of drug experiences by a Yale University 
''poth-Gcid" noted that drugs provided an escape from the pressures 
and problems of college life. It x^as ^* intriguing^' and ^'thrilling, 
ing,'' and e:rperimentation was a ^'natural process in the aca- 
demic world of questioning and exploration J'"^^ 

Personal opinions by educators, psychiatrists, and physi- 
cians on the reasons for drug uc;e vary greatly. Lawrence Pervin 

social--a rebellion against society, membership in a group, a 
turn to the inner world, a sense of boredom. Norman Mberstadt, 

on the other hand, cites ^'personality problem.q x;5-rLaoriying 




cases of dinag abuse. Richard Blum, an educaror, notes a 
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probable ^'relationship between student dru^ tise and the 
frequency with which parents accept drugs and use them." 

Proiii the preceedine inforiuation the following conclusions 
may be drawn: 

1. The uhole area of the use and abuse of drugs 
is a good e::ample of the role of biases, even 
araong professionals. 

2. It is important to talk about a specific drug, 
such as marijuana, and to avoid general cate- 
gories as ''drug'' since reasons an.d e:ctent of 
use vary x-^ith specific drugs. 

3. General usage of drugs has increased since 1966. 
ij^. There is no one answer as to why students are 

interested in and do take drugs. 

V/hat seems particularly important are the reasons and extent 
of use which are cited on the Bradley campus. The above 
information simply serves as a general basis of comparison. 
III. RESULTS 
A. Sample 

Table II gives the characteristics of the sample. Male 
responses almost doubled female responses. This response 
rate of 2 to 1 is equivalent to the total male-female ratio 
at Bradley. . 
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TABLE II 



D'iscrlptlon 



CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 
N=361 



Percent 



Sex 

Male 

Female 

No response 

Class 

Freshman 

Sophmore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate, P/t 
Mo response 

Present Residence 
At home with fain'ily 

At a campus dormitory or residence hall 
Off campus: fraternity or sorority 
Off campus: apartment 
Other 

No response 
Use drugs 

Users who want help 



64 

34 
2 



23 
26 
10 
30 
8 
3 



6 
26 
10 
18 

1 
39 

35 
3.17 
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Class distribution were about equal except for those of the junior 
class. Graduate and part-time students totaled eight percent of the 
sample. In response to the question, "Do you use drugs?" 35 percent of 
the students answered "yes". Of that percentage of users only 3.17 percent 
indicated they wanted any help. In other words, from the total sample, 
357o, one- third or 126 indicated they used drugs; of those 126 stadents, 
only 3.17 percent or approximately 4 students indicated they wanted some 
specific help with their drug problem. 

Comparing the Bradley survey with the results of other surveys in 
Table I, it is evident that frequency of drug use oa the Bradley campus 



is not unusually high and compares equally with most of the institu- 
tions surveyed in 1968. Taking into account the two year time lag 
between these previous studies and the local one, these statistics 
are not unreasonable. What is most surprising is the small number of 
students who desire help with drugs. This data would indicate that at 
any given time efforts to reach the drug user will be responded to by 
only a small percentage of users. 
B. Reasons for use 

Figure I gives the frequency of response, greater than 57o9 to twenty 
reasons cited for the use of seven major drugs. The reasons "relieve 
tensions,*' "feel good, get high,*' and *'for 'cick&>** were noted for all 
eight drugs. More specifically, **relieve tensions'* ana "feel good, 
get high*' were the primary reasons cited for the use of barbiturates, 
marijuana, hashish, and alcohol. The most frequent reasons given for the 
use of LSD were **feel good, get high,** **satisfy curiosity:" and "deepen 
self --under standing," in that order. Amphetamines and me thamphet amines 
were used primarily to "stay awake**, '*improve studying;** "feel good, 
get high,** in descending order. 

A wider range of reasons were noted for marijuana, hashish, and 
especially amphetamines and methamphetamines . Wherever the number of 
reasons given increased, the frequency of each response decreased. Also 
of interest is the fact that LSD was the only drug which was used to 
"sharpen religious insight," and, more than any other drug, to "deepen 
self -understanding.*' Amphetamines and methamphetamines were the only 
two drugs which were used in order to "stay awake" and "improve studying. 

Since only five students reported every having used heroin, and 
none were presently using heroin these statistics are not shown in 
Table IV; however, the reasons these students noted most frequently 
were "to satisfy curiosity" and **escape reality." 
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FIGURE I. 
RE\SONS CITED FOu DRUG USE 
BY OVER FIVE PERCEi^l OP RESPONDENTS 
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l£GEW OF DRUGS 

al - alcohol 

am - amphetamines 

b - barbiturates 

h - hashish 

L - LSD 

fflj - marijuana 

m *- methamphetamin* 
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Reasons for Use 



LEGEND 

1 Xuipx.'oce studying 

2 Relieve tensions 

3 Intensify perceptions 

4 Sharpen religious Insight 

5 Ease depression 

6 Satisfy curiosity 

7 Feel good, get high 

8 Deepen self --under standing 

9 Facilitate social experience 
10 Heighten sexual experience 

ERiC 



OF maoNS 

11 For "kicks" 

12 Challenge values of society 

13 Stay awake 

14 Resolution of personal prublc 

15 Thw "in" thing to do 

16 Escape reality 

17 Find reality 

18 Relief from boredom 

19 Scientific experimentation 

20 Physicians prescription 



C« FiraoiMaey of Osa 

Tabla III« indieatM tht ratulti a qUMttoa Asking tor th# eurre&t 
frtqu^cy of um of sovon aajor drugs. BMpoasos glvsn for "not at all," "less 
of tea than monthly," and "about once a month" are not reported since these vere 
not considered as constituting "frequent" drug use* Over half of those using 
alcohol and marijuana use them once a veek or more frequently* Almost a third af 
hashish-users use it once a veek or more frequently* Only 10 to 15 per cent of 
those using amphetamines, barbiturates, end methamphetamines use these drugs 
once a veek or more frequently* Of LSD«users, only 4 per cent use it once a 
ifeek, and no one uses it more frequently. More than any other drug, marijuana 
is used by more people more frequently, with almost 12 per cent using marijuana 
daily or several times a day* Of the five ^heroin-users in the sample, each of 
them indicated that they vere currently using heroin "not at all;" thus this 
statistic was not included in the table* 

TABLE III* 

PERGBNIAGB OF RESPONSES TO CORRBIII USE OF DRUGS 



Drug 


^Onca a w««k. Savaral 

Ttnas/Waak 


Onca a 
Day 


Savaral 
Times/Da/ 


Totals 

1 


Xoe 


alcohol 


32.08 


20.76 


2.20 


.63 


55.67X 


177 


aaph«tamliitts 


8.20 


3.28 


3.28 


.00 


14.76% 


9 


barbiturates 


8.89 


2.22 


2.22 


.00 


13.33X 


7 


hashish 


14.88 


13.22 


1.65 


1.65 


31.40% 


39 


LSD 


4.08 


.00 


•00 


.00 


4.08% 


2 


marijuana 


20.35 


21.51 


4.65 


6.97 


53.48% 


93 


nathaaphataalnas 


5.17 


3.45 


1.72 


.00 


10.34% 


6 



D* MuUtPlf Uff 

Table V gi^s the number of students who responded that they had ever used 
ERXC^*^* The total nunber of atudenta ever using a drug are circled, nhile 
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the number using that drug as veil as another are cited on the horizontal axLi^^ 
For exaxaple, from a total population ef five heroln-uscrs, all of them have had 
coffee^ smoked hashish and marijuana, and taken '*Speed'\ 

It Is the seven majcr drugs vhlch are of most concern here. It appears that 
alcohol«usars are also high users of aspirin and caffeln, and about half of this 
population has tried marijuana. Amphetamine and methanqphetamlne users alike are 
high users of alcohol, aspirin, caffeln, hashish, and marijuana; In short, other 
stimulants. Barbiturate takers, also Indulge often in alcohol, caffeln, aspirin, 
and marijuana; in other words, stimulants and depressants. Hashish and 
marijuana users arc alik<^ in that both groups have usually tried both drugs and 
have also Lrled alcohol , afipirlci, oud cof LSD usara usually have tried 

alcohol, aspirin, hashish, marijuana, and mescaline. 

In oumaiarjr, it appears that the users of major drugs have mast often tried 
alcohol, aspirin, and caffeln. Coiq>ared with the general response of 88 per cent, 
80 per cent, and 60 per cent of the students who answered that they have tried 
these drugs, these results are not unusual » What is interesting is that 
stimulant users usually stay with "uppers," vhlle barbiturate users often take 
both stlaslants and depressanta. Hashish and maxXliiana %%m^m t-mM^ ufay vifh 

thasa two dsugs, ««hlt« LRn iimvc miA•^ nti-t^ih indulge in Other drugS. 

B. Services 

A closer look at the way in which Bradley students rated some suggested ^ 
drug eemrices is warranted. Students were asked to numerically rank, on a scale 
from ene to seven, the following approaches in terms of how "helpful" each 
would be: 

• 

Group discuesloas 
Pereooal couneellng sessions 
Strict enforcement of the law 
**Talk down" center 
**]>rus Line** 
O >rug Infomatioo and Education Center 
ERJCJther (spMlfy) 
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Table V suxnmarlzas th3 percentage of stud'^mts who rated each service as 
If 2» or 3, Responses from students who Indicated that they used the major 
drugs (anphetamlnesy barbiturates » hashish^ heroln» LSD» marijuana^ and 
one thanphet amines) more than once a week are distinguished from non-users of 
these drugs. 



TABLl V 


Service 


Users 


Percent 

Non-users 


1. "Drug Line" 

2. "Talk Down" Centar 

3. Personal Counseling 

4. Drug Information & Education Center 

5. Group Discussions 

6. Strict Enforcement of Law 


72.7 
63.6 
53.4 
53.4 
43.2 
5.7 


62.7 
58.7 
68.4 
49.3 
68.0 
25.3 


Huoiber who answerod this section 
Total number In this classification 


88 
102 


US 
259 



The survey results showed that users and non^users alike would like a 
**Drug Line/* personal counseling^ and a "Talk Down" Center to be available 
to them, although their order of preference differed. Of these services, 
only two are currently offered. Students seem to desire more information 
about drugs, although some would prefer literature to personal discussions 
with users. Stricter law enforcement is not viewed as helpful by most students, 
whether users or non^users. 

These figures show that a 'Drug Line" which students could call for help 
at any time during negative drug effects was the service that the majority of 
users (7ZZ) would see as most helpful. 63.6% of this group wanted a "Talk 
Dcwn" Center for more specific help with negative drug effects, while personal 
counse^ng was desired by 53 .4% of these students. 53. 4X vented a drug infer- 
metloD & education center « 43% desired group dlscuasloos with former users ^ 
wtiilw .itrlcf 1mm •Mfo«*«^«#. wi^tted as most helpful by only 5.7% of the 

ERIC*- 
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The responses o£ non-users were somewhat different from those of users* 
The services rated highes>:," about 6870^ by most non*users were personal 
counseling and group discussion with fomer users. The 'Drug Line" was rated 
by 627a of the groip as desirable » while a "Talk Down" Center ranked fourth » 
being rated by 587, of the group as most helpful. Slightly less than 50% of 
the group rated a dru^ information and education <2enter as most helpful^ while 
only 25% rated strict law enforcement as desirable. 

It is apparent that users and non- users alike would like a "Drug Line" 
and "Talk Down" Center on campus^ along with the availability of personal 
counseling, although the two groups differed on their order of preference. 
For users, the next most desirable service was a drug information and 
eduv'^atlon center, while non-users prefered group discussion with former users. 
Cl^^arly, all stxnu'ents desire more information about drugs but in two different 
tmanners. Neither group sees strict law enforcement as a viable solution, 
although non<>users support it more than users. 

IV. SUMMARY 

A concern with knoiiring the nature and extent of the drug problem at 
Bradley as well as learning what services might be seen as helpful in this area 
prompted this study. A drug survey was designed for this purposa whirh fncliiffoa 
fofir general questions (sex, place of residence, use of drugs, desire for help), 
a question pertaining to drug-'relAted fieivfc^n. ^rkd a qu^csMon ll/0ting eighteen 
drugs to which the respondent was to note if he had ever used the drug, his 
unvtent frequeucy of use, and reasons for use. 

A review of the literature on campus drug surveys Indicates that the 
general usage of drugs has increased since 1966. The reasons reported Cov the 
use of drugs are many and very both with the drug and with the individual* 
Even among profeanloiuilii concerned with the problem of the use and abuse of 
drugs, the area of reasons for use In one in vhirh p^rffonal opinions vary 
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The survey designed for use on the i^radley campus was given to 
approximately every seventh student at September, 1970, registration. The 
final sample totaled 361 students. Th3 number of male responses was twice 
that of female r?8pon8e8. Class distributions wera about equal except for 
a small response from the Junior class. Of the sample ona-third indicar.ed 
th^y do use drugs; of these 126 pe»oa0,. only 4 students indicat3d they felt 
a ne^d for help with their drug problem. Since this population of drug users 
who want help is very small, efforts to reach and halp the drug user with his 
"problem" will be difficult. 

The drugs which were report>2d most fraquently being used several times 
a week are alcohol (21.57.), marijuana (20.77.), hashish (13.270, barbiturates 
(8.87.), and amphetamines (8.27L). Students with a more serious pattern of 
drug use report once a day use of the following drugs: marljuaua (4.6%), 
amphetamines (3.2%), barbiturates, and alcohol (each 2.2%). 

Of eighteen drugs listed, reasons for use which were most pertinent 
were as follows: marijuana and hashish were used primarily to "feel good, 
get high" and to "relieve tensions." Other responses which were cited for 
usage were "facilitate social experience," for kicks," and relief from boredom" 
(all suggesting that marijuana and hashish are "social" drugs)* Amphetamines 
and imsUianiplMit amines were used primarily to "stay awake," "feel good, get 
high," and "Improve studying." "Feel good, get high" and "relieve tensions" 
were the primary reasons given for use of barbiturates. The most frequent 
reasons given for the use of LSD were "fMl gnod, get high," "satisfy 
curiosity," and "deepen 8elf-understandlngt>" 

By •xamlnftt^ imili. Iplo tifl<» «>f /Iniaa it apj^al^ thpt m^ynt mtttt^^ntm iiafng 

h<««^^<i«$r J«.-Mg« hsve also used alcohol, caffeln, and aspirin. These results, 
however, in no way point to a trend in drug use from coffee to hsshlsh. What 
appears Important Is r that users of major drugs tend to stay with other drugs 

ERIC 
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that give the same effects, except for barbiturate users , who probably ''cycle** 
between stimulants and depressants, and LSD users who partake of many kinds of 
drugs. 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS 

It appears that any single program specifically designed to help iJrug 
users is unwarranted because of the very small number who want help with 
drugs per se. If something is to be done about the use of drugs on campus 
then it appears that several. approaches are needed, rather than one 
comprehensive one. Some services which students would like are already offered. 
Further services should be explored, such as group discussions with users and 
a Drug Information and Education Center. Clearly, different students have 
different needs and the ways they can be satisfied vary. 

Reasons for use should be explored and programs should be developed 
which permit non-drug-users, as well as drug-users, alternatives for meeting 
these needs. For instance, one frequent reason for the use of many drugs 
was to relieve tension. Individuals should be able to find other more 
socially acceptable ways to let off tensions. An examination of sources of 
student stress, pressure, and tension (such as competition and grades) might 
be in order. Some non-chemical approaches to anxiety reduction might 
include physical activity and counseling. Preventive alternatives for 
curiosity about LSD might include a clinical film on the effecta of the 
drug and personal awareness groups to deepen the ''self-understanding" 
which these users seek. Siace amphetamines and me thamphet amines were used 
ro "stay make" ami to "improve studying," some alternatives might include 
improved classroom discussions, greater motivation, more examinations with 
less emphasis on each, shorter assignments, and methods of lessening 
O temic loads* Together, these indicate a decrease in academic pressure. 
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Becaude users tend to stay with a pottlcular drug or group of drugs, 
this information suggests that drug prosrams will need to lend themselves 
to several kinds of users** those who avoid being depresseid^ those who cycle 
between depression and happiness , and those who like to experiment with 
different mood effects* 

In short; the most important result of this survey .is that there is no 
one answer to the drug probltji. Just as there is no one type of person. 
Individualized solutions to unique problems are required. 
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17 OTHER HALLUCINOCEHS 


18 TRANQUILIZERS , 

(Mil town, Librtuo, 
Thorazine) 



Footnote 

^H. R. Miller is now at the Counseling Center, Southern Illinois 
University, Carbondale, Illinois. 
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